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I.

INTRODUCTION:

BACKGROUND AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The apparent analogy between both the processes and out cane8 of
teaching and those of counseling has long been of interest to counselors
and educators alike.

Both teaching and counseling are basically

involved in processes (despite the proliferation of various means of
''programmed instruction”) of face-to-face human interaction, and both
espouse goals which, though clearly not identical, concern at some level
the growth or positive development of the persons involved.

Seme

psychologists, notably those oriented to "learning theory" approaches,
have gone so far a® to suggest that all outcomes of counseling can be
reduced to (more or less complex) combinations of simple learning
(reinforcement) models, thus attempting to extrapolate generalizations
from the most rudimentary learning situations to the considerably more
abstract and complicated outcomes of psychotherapy.
Current research has shown that there are definite patterns of
teacher-pupil interactions which are related to pupil achievement,
perception, and classroom climate (Amidon and Simon, 1965; Epperson,

1963; Spaulding, 1964; Rosenfeld and Zander, 1961).

It has also been

shown that a relation exists between teacher personality and teacherpupil interpersonal interaction, although the exact nature oi the

;

relationship is still uncertain (James, 1963

;

Koura, 1963

).

Sears, 1963

;

Koumin and Gump, 1961

Similarities have also been found between

the "ideal" teacher-student relationship and the ' ideal

;

relationship, (Soper and Combs, 1963

1

)

Tyler, 1964

therapeutic

while studies that

2
examined teacher characteristics have caueally related teacher behavior,
personality and effectiveness (Cratty, 1962; Hutcherson, 1963; Isaacson,
McLeachie, MLlholland, 1963).

It is generally agreed that the thera¬

peutic relationship may exist in many different relationships and that
those teachers who can evoke in their classrooms such a relationship are
generally rated as good teachers (Fiedler, 1950; Lewis, Lovell, Jessee,
1965; Lewis and Wigel, 1964).
Background of the Problem
At the same time, efforts have been made to discover what
particular events or ingredients in the counseling process are conducive
to success.

Perhaps the most noteworthy attempts to attack this question

in an empirical as well as a speculative way have been those of Carl
Rogers and a small number of his students—to whom we owe, in fact, the
pioneering work in this area (Rogers and Dymond, 1954).

In gumming up,

almost a decade later, his conclusion on the question of how "individuals
sharply different in personality, orientation and procedure can all be
effective in a helping relationship, can each be successful in facili¬
tating constructive change or development” Rogers states that "it is
because they bring to the helping relationship certain attitudinal
ingredients. . .(which make). . .for effectiveness, whether we are speak¬
ing of a guidance counselor, a clinical psychologist, or a psychiatrist,
(Rogers, 1962).

Later in this essay Rogers enumerates four of these

"attitudinal ingredients” and defines them, noting first that there may
be others:

(a) Congruence—a state in

which

the counselor is 'genuine

and without 'front1 or 'facade,' openly being the feelings and attitudes
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which at that moment are flowing in him;" (b) Empathy—"that the counselor
is experiencing an accurate, empathic understanding of his client's
private world, and is able to ccranunicate seme of the significant fragments
of that understandings" (c) Positive regard—the counselor's "experiencing
a warm, positive, accept ant attitude toward what ig in the client;" (d)
Unconditionality of regard—"the counselor prizes the client in a total
rather than a conditional way.

He does not accept certain feelings of

the client and disapprove others,

he feels an unconditional positive

regard for this person," (Rogers, 1962).
However good or even true these definitions sound, it is clear
that any empirical study of their relevance to counseling—let alone of
their value for extrapolation to the classroom—requires first a means
of operational definition and some sort of measurement.

It was to thiB

problem that Barrett-Lennart, a former student and colleague of Rogers,
addressed himself, constructing a questionnaire, the Relationship
Inventory, designed to measure the extent to which a respondent perceived
the presence, in his relationship with another person, of the four
attitudinal ingredients (Barrett-Lennard, 1959b).
Since that time nothing more has been published concerning this
very interesting instrument, although the literature between 1950 and
1966 is filled with much research into the very questions dealt with by
Barrett—Lennard (see Chapter II).

Nonetheless, it seems that if there

are variables of interpersonal relationship in both teaching and coun¬
seling which are cannon, then a measure of these variables in one context
ought to have applicability in the other as well, and it is to the
specification of some of the areas of that applicability that the present
study addresses itself.
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Statement of the Problem
This study is designed to investigate the relevance of the four
attitudinal variables delineated by Rogers and operationalized by
Barrett-Lennard to several aspects of student-teacher relationships.

It

will do this by attempting to answer questions in two general areas
suggested by the research cited:
A.

The relationship between perception of the four variables

and to the individual attributes of the perceiver.

Are there differ¬

ences, related to a student's sex, class in school, or scholastic
ability, in the way that student will construe the presence or absence
of the four variables in an ideal teacher?

That is, is the configuration

of the four variables in an ideal teacher seen differently by boys than
by girls, by seniors than by sophomores, by students of high academic
ability than by those of lower ability?
B.

The relation of the discrepancy between real and ideal

teacher relationships as seen by students in terms of the four variables,
to student differences of sex, school class, and academic ability.

Do

the attitudinal dimensions of a real teacher relationship conform more
closely to those of an ideal teacher relationship for beys than for
girls, for high than for low ability students, or for sophomores than
for seniors?

II.

BELATED RESEARCH

Research into the ''ideal'* teacher profile has yielded much
useful information.

For example, it has been shown that pupils' per¬

ceptions of their teachers differ according to the pupils' sox, socio¬
economic status, and achievement level (Antes, 1964; Cheong and De Vault,
1966; Hudson, 1964).

Studies show consistently that the '’ideal'* teacher-

student relationship is also not the same for all groups of students
(James, 1963? Sears, 1963; Spaulding, 1964).

It has also been shown

that teacher personality and behavior characteristics differ in importance
for different groups and sexes of students (Araidon and Simon, 1965; Antes,
1964| Cheong and De Vault, 1966; Hall, 1964, Hudson, 1964; Taylor, 1962).
Few stable qualities have been described for the "ideal" teacher profile
(Hudson, 1964; Taylor, 1962).

The most pressing need in the area of

further research is the need for new and more sophisticated methods of
measuring and obtaining pupil descriptions and evaluations of teachers.
Although related research is copious, it focuses mainly on the following
questions:
What is the profile of the "ideal" teacher-student relationship
as seen by students, and does it have stable, measurable, relatively
universal qualities?
and girls?

Is it the same for all groups of students, boys

Are the qualities ascribed to the ’’ideal" counselor the

same as those ascribed to the "ideal" teacher?

5

Are there differences?

6
*

What place do the Rogeriar concepts of empathy, positive regard,
unconditionality of regard and congruence play in the ''ideal" teacher's
profile?
Antes (1964) studied fourth to sixth graders' perception of
their teachers, self, peers, and school according to sex, socicmetric
status, achievement and grade level.
teachers as more directive.

He found that boys perceived

Girls perceived teachers as higher on

reliability and cceraunicative factors.

Lew achievers perceived teachers

as more directive, high achievers as more relatable.

Aggressive and

withdrawn behavior was positively related to teachers perceived as
directive.

He found negative correlations between pupil withdrawal and

relatability in teachers, and between pupils' aggressiveness and
teachers' relat ability.

He found a consistent positive relation

between teachers' behavior reported as interested in Interpersonal
Relations, ralatability and communicativeness, and pupils' positive
school attitudes.

Those teachers reported as directive were negatively

related to pupils' school attitudes.
Hutcherson (1963) reported that boys and high socioeconomic
students are more ccmpatable with men teachers than are girls.
Taylor (1962) using essays written by students on "A Good
Teacher" and "A Poor Teacher" and a checklist based on statements made
about teachers written by students, found that children at all stages
gave most weight (40 percent) to the good teachers' teaching ability.
Least weight was given to personal qualities such as patience, kind¬
ness, sympathy, and understanding.

The general findings suggest that

discipline, fairness about punishment, teaching ability, and the
ability to explain and to help with school work, and general knowledge
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of the subject ranked highest in the students' perceptions of the
"good" teacher.

Another significant characteristic of the "good"

teacher may be according to the authors, "his readiness to Join with
the students in their activities."
Hudson's (1964) study concluded that, on the basis of a studentdescribed "ideal" teacher rating scale, agreement does exist among
student descriptions of the same teacher.

Teacher effectiveness ratings

are associated with students' liking for the teacher, subject taught,
and contacts in extra-curricular activities.

The characteristics con¬

sidered most important were different for boys and those planning to
go to college.

They considered a knowledge and organization of the sub¬

ject most important.

Girls considered the adequacy of relations with

students in the class most important.

The teachers Judged most effective

in this study were those who more closely resembled the students'
perception of the "ideal" teacher.

The study found that ratings become

more meaningful as the expectations of the rater are known.
Cheong and De Vault (1966), using second to sixth graders,
attempted to investigate the relationship between teacher and "ideal"
teacher discrepencies, and pupil school achievement, sex differences,
socioeconomic scores, attitudes toward school, and self and peer report
of aggressiveness.

The findings show that a high discrepancy between

pupils' perceptions of their school teachers and their perceptions of
their "ideal" teacher was associated with low achievers, boys, low
school attitudes, and aggressive self concepts.

Their findings indicate

that there are specific groups of identifiable pupils who do have
significantly high discrepency scores.

They say that 1 we need to give

6
added consideration to the kinds of teachers pupils identify as their
•ideal1 if we are to understand some of the challenges associated with
boys, poor achievers, lonely ones, and aggressive ones.”
Hall (1964) used student nominations for the best and worst
teachers the students had ever experienced as criteria for identifying
good and poor teachers.

The most mentioned effects of best and worst

teachers on students were in the area of motivation.

The most often

mentioned characteristic of the best teacher was an individual interest
in students.

The most mentioned worst characteristic of the poor

teacher was favoritism.
Beck (1964) found pupils tended to perceive teachers largely
in terms of a trio of characteristicsj friendliness, warmth and
supportiveness, lucidity in coimminication, and ability to interest
the pupil.

Beck suggests that his results be used as a basis for

designing "instruments for obtaining multi-dimensional descriptions
or evaluations of teachers by their pupils."
Wilson (1964) sought to determine if teachers chosen as most
effective by high school seniors with high scholastic achievement
ratings (STAR teachers) were significantly different from a group of
randomly selected teachers, on indices of teacher effectiveness most
often identified in studies of effective teachers.

He found the

greatest differences between STAR teachers and the control group was in
their attitudes toward students and teaching.

The STAR teachers had more

favorable attitudes.
Amidon and Simon (1965) reported that there appeared to be
definite patterns of teacher-pupil interaction which could be objectively

9
observed arid categorized.

These patterns are apparently related to

pupil achievement, perception and classroom atmosphere.

They also

found a relationship between teacher personality and teacher-pupil
behavior.

There are uncertainties about the exact nature of the

relationship between teacher personality characteristics and teacherpupil interaction.
Spaulding (1964) states that despite the extreme complexity of
identifying specific peer and school influences on personality and social
development, a number of investigators reportedly identified promising
variables for further research.

For example, children who are dependent,

aggressive, withdrawn, or independently productive can be expected to
respond in a different way to teachers who are highly orderly and
businesslike than to those who are more permissive and less highly
organized.

A number of investigations have been concerned with the

interaction of teacher-pupil variables and the influence of the teacher
in the classroom.

Also, a number of correlational studies have con¬

tributed to the growing evidence of the impact of variables of teacher
behavior on subsequent behavior of pupils.

Spaulding clearly found that

imitative behavior of children can be accentuated through nurturant
behavior of the teacher and through her use of social rewards.
Rosenfeld and Zander (1961) by means of a questionnaire found
that students reported favorable responses to the rewarding behavior of
their teachers and to the legitimate use of power in grading.
"Indiscriminate coercion appeared to engender student resistance
and to lower the aspiration levels of the student."

Liking for the

teacher was found to be strongly correlated with an expressed desire on
the part of the students to conform.
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Koumin and Gump (1961) found that first graders of punitive
teacherB were found to express more aggression, have greater conflicts
about misbehavior and show less concern for school-centered tasks than
first graders in classes of non-punitive teachers.
Sears (1963) noted that fifth and sixth graders showed a
relatively high degree of creativity in classes whose teachers showed a
high degree of personal interest and who praised individual attributes.
James (1963) found that boys in classes of high creative teachers
differed significantly (p <.01) in elaboration, originality, fluency,
and non-verbal and total creativity scores.

Girls also differed

significantly on curiosity and verbal tasks.
Studies by Lewis and Wigel (1964), Fielder (1950) and Rogers
(1957) among many others, suggest that the good therapeutic relationship
is not unique to therapy but can be approximated in interpersonal
relationships that do not have the stated goal of therapy.
Tyler (1964) in a study very germane to the present investigation
answered four questions:

is there a significant agreement as to the

nature of the teacher-student relationship; what is the nature of the
"ideal" and less than "ideal" teacher-student relationship; is there any
similarity to the "ideal" therapist-client relationship; and do
differences arise because of theory and training?

His findings on the

basis of a 75 item Q-Sort and an original Relationship Inventory conclude
"the nature of the ‘ideal1 teaching relationship involves good or
excellent communication in a peer relation which tends to be emotionally
close."

The nature of the teaching relationship which is least "ideal"

is that involving no communication, and the teacher feeling very

n
superior and drawing away or rejecting the student.

Tyler found

similarities of patterns between the "ideal" teacher-student relationship
and the "ideal" therapeutic relationship.
Fiedler (1950), in a study which Tyler cites as the authoritative
study into the concept of the "ideal" therapeutic relationship, sought
to answer the question,

is the therapeutic relationship a unique

phenomenon which exists only within the therapeutic situation?

Hie data,

using a 75 item Q-Sort, support the hypothesis that "a good therapeutic
relationship is very much like any good interpersonal relationship."
Both Tyler and Fiedler found identical statements were chosen
to describe the "ideal" and the least "ideal" teacher-student relationship.
In the "ideal" relationship the teacher sees the pupil as a co-worker on
a common problem.

He really tries to explain his ideas clearly and he is

able to understand the students' ideas.
to accept controversial ideas.

His manner conveys the ability

In the least "ideal" relationship the

teacher cannot explain things so that the student understands and his
manner is one of disgust toward the student.

He is hostile and punitive

toward the student and his own ideas interfere with his understanding of
the students' ideas.
Soper and Combs (1962) using Fiedler's Q—Sort found that
teachers' rating of an "ideal" teacher-student relationship are highly
similar to the therapists' "ideal" therapeutic relationship.
Burkhard (1962) studied some of the underlying personality
factors that distinguished teachers rated by their pupils at the
extremes of teaching efficiency.

High rated teachers showed a basa.c

disposition to respond to life realistically and constructively while
low rated ones did not.

12
Swineford (1963) suggests that the kind of person a teacher
is, including his knowledge, is more significant in influencing his
teaching behavior than are the other influences from school and
community.
Combs and Soper (1963) found that the nature of a good helping
relationship is generally recognizable by both "good" and "poor"
teachers.

What constitutes the difference between them is the great

difference between knowing and behaving.
Franco (1963) found a significant positive correlation between
the child's perception of the teacher and the mother as disciplinarian,
to be more closely allied as the child related to his teacher more, thus
paralleling the behavior of the healthier individual in the therapeutic
situation.

He found that in spite of unstable images, the relationship

between the perception of teacher and the perception of mother was
stable.

His hypothesis that "childhood feelings and attitudes towards

parents are displaced on others and influence the perception of others
is confirmed in the child's perception of the teacher."
A number of studies in which children rated their teachers
have been reported.

Gage, Leavitt and Stone (1955)* Reid (1953)* and

Redl (1955), are among those that use as their chief statistical device
the averaging of pupils' ratings over several classes to arrive at
results.

Wright and Sherman (1956) using factor analysis arrive at

statistically more sophisticated results.

They demonstrate that the

teacher as teacher and disciplinarian is clearly the one idea about
which children show the most agreement in their perceptions of the
teacher.

In contrast the teacher as friend and sympathizer is the idea
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which appears to underline children’s disagreements.

Wright and

Sherman found two things plainly demonstrated in their study of the
teacher through the eyes of the child, that the "love theme," or teacher
as friend and sympathizer, is empirically identifiable and that it is
only poorly revealed by class averages.
Lewis, Lovell, and Jessee (1965) hypothesized that "students
who perceive a relationship with the teacher that is in the direction
of an ideal psychotherapeutic relationship will make greater academic
gains than those students who perceive a non-therapeutic relationship
as measured by standardized tests."

This was confirmed with sixth

grade students but not with ninth grade students.

The instrument used

was the Teacher-Pupil Relationship Inventory (TPRI) developed from
Fiedler's and Hiene's work in 1953.

The authors believe the "reliabili¬

ties are sufficiently high to justify use with students in grades five
through eleven."

The results showed that sixth graders with high TPRI

scores received significantly higher achievement test scores than did
sixth graders with low TPRI scores.

For the ninth graders all of the

adjusted F's approached significance at the .05 level.

Confirmation of

the hypothesis with sixth graders demonstrates that interpersonal
relationship is one important ingredient for positive student change.
The authors believe "that interpersonal relationship is an important
factor for ninth graders also."

They cite as statistical evidence for

this view that the adjusted F values approached significance; in all
six subtests a high TPRI score had a higher adjusted mean; and a
relationship between standardized test scores and TPRI scores beyond
.001 level of confidence was established.

They cite as other possible
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explanation* for the discrepancy between aixth and ninth grade results
that the

area of achievement that contributed most to the difference

between groups, arithmetic problem solving, was not tested at the ninth
grade level*.'

They speculate also on the possibility that dependency

and maturity need* are different at the two grade levels.

Also, they say

io uay be that relationship is not as important a factor for learning at
the ninth grade level.

And lastly, ninth graders spend only forty-minute

periods with a teacher, sixth graders spend the whole day.

This fact

most probably results in a different relationship situation in the two
groups.

What is dear, however, is that academic achievement is not a

very good way of measuring interpersonal relationship.
Cratty (1962) reported that an important determination of
teaching effectiveness is the

degree to which an instructor is

sensitive to the needs and interests of his students."
significant and positive relationship between

He found a

sensitivity to student
V

reaction and classroom teaching success."

He defined teacher sensi¬

tivity to be present ’ when both student and teacher Jud©nents are in
accord as to the importance of various factors that facilitate learning."
Whit stone (1963) used three personality evaluative techniques
to try to determine if differences existed between counselors* and
teachers* perceptions of students, their interpersonal values, and their
modes of reacting to frustration, and if so to eaaaine the nature and
value of the differences.

Using a locally constructed Ideal Student

Description, s Q-Sort for the Ideal Student, and the Gordon Survey of
Interpersonal Values, he found that the two groups did not differ
significantly on most personality characteristics, and that thev had
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similar perceptions of the "ideal" student.

They did differ in inter¬

personal values in the area of doing things for others, sharing with
others, helping the unfortunate, and being generous.

Counselors were

found to be more able to function on a one-to-one type of helping role.
Counselors also tended to focus on the sources of their frustration,
while teachers had a greater tendency to protect themselves from attacks
of frustration.

Teachers also seemed to be more conforming in reacting

to frustrating situations than were counselors.
Isaacson, McKeachie, and Milholland (1963) found the teacher
personality variable most consistently correlated with good ratings by
students was the teacher's "general cultural attainment."

They say that

stable correlates of teaching success have been hard to find.

Studies

of teacher personality characteristics related to successful teaching
have often yielded conclusions which needed "stringent qualifications."
Della Piana and Gage (1955) found that students* evaluations
of teachers related to the teachers* scores on the Minnesota Teacher
Inventory only if the classes were orientated generally towards the
affective merits of the teachers.
Gowan (1955) stated that persons making high scores on the K
scale of the MMPI "showed a tendency to enter into empathic relation¬
ships and to make good teachers and counselors.'1

He also found that

teachers who were identified as well adjusted were thought to be
better teachers by their students.
Much of the current research about factors in pupil achievement
is related to teacher behavior, but there is a need for much more
research into the characteristics of teacher behavior and personality
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which affect student achievement and the ways in which they act to affect
student behavior.

Research into the impact of counseling on student

achievement has yielded many contradictory studies.

The following

research is divided into two types of studies, those examining the
influence of teacher variables on student achievement and those examining
the influence of group therapy on student achievement.
Epperson's (1963) findings provide evidence that "classroom
interpersonal relations have concomitants in the pupils* cognitive
life which may serve to facilitate the application of his intellectual
resources."

He found that teacher exclusion of pupils was strongly

reflected in the pupils* psychological alienation, and that where the
interpersonal environment was non-supportive, the pupil felt alienated
from the group and his efforts to compensate "left little psychological
energy to actualize his academic potential."
Koura (1963) studied the influence of the teacher on student
achievement by means of correlating teacher morale scores with student
achievement test scores.

His findings, statistically significant at

the one percent level, were that there was a significant correlation
between students' achievement and teachers of relatively high morale
status.

"Students* achievement with teachers of low morale status was

conversely affected."

Koura concluded that teacher morale was an

important element in achieving good educational outcomes.
Hutcherson (1963) found pupil achievement positively related to
teachers' ccmpatability and negatively related to teachers' inclusion and
affection.

He found that "indexes of grade achievement and grade

intelligence that take account of rank difference between assigned grades
and intelligence are positively related to teacher-pupil compatability
in the areas of affection and inclusion."
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Shim (1963) showed that in general pupils attained the level of
achievement expected of their I.Q. regardless of what kinds of teachers
had taught them for four or five years.

He concluded that when I.Q. is

used as the control variable, differences in achievement are not
significant among pupils when such achievement is related to the
selected teacher variables.

In a positive sense whatever the variables

in operation over a five-year period, whether teacher or environment
variables, they did operate in such a way that pupils did achieve what
was expected of their I.Q.
James (1963) found that there was same evidence of the inter¬
action of teacher personality and pupil behavior and that the study of
teacher traits as correlates of the creative growth in the pupils is
feasible.

He found that a Creative Attitude Scale is useful in attempt¬

ing to discriminate between teachers whose pupils tend to differ in their
progress in creative thinking.

At the same time he suggested that with

more refinements and more rigorous tests hypothesis assuming a "creative
relationship in classroom could be studied."
Beiderman (1964) studied the effect on pupil productivity,
achievement, and morale of teaching style.

His findings suggest that

the variable of style has direct relationships to pupil productivity
and morale and that "the instrumental-expressive (task-orientated, pupilcentered) behavior was most effective.

There was no evidence, however,

to show any direct relationship between teaching style and pupil achieve¬
ment.

Pupils who became directly involved in the planning of learning

outcomes under the influence of an instrumental-expressive teacher pro¬
duced more work and "reported greater satisfaction with schooling.'
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Blume (1964) asked the question, "Is the self esteem of pupils
related to specific characteristics of their teacher?"

He hypothesized

that "those who love others must also love themselves."
teaching requires the teacher to respect his pupils.

Democratic

His role as a

significant other in the perception of his pupils places the teacher in
a position of great influence with respect to the pupil's self concepts.
The hypothesis was supported.

Pupils are more likely to have high

self esteem if their teachers have high self evaluations and pupils tend
to have high self esteem in the classes of teachers who believe in
democratic teaching.

He found incidently that both these teacher

characteristics are more likely to be found at the elementary than at
the secondary school level.
Moursand (1963) hypothesized that group interaction experience
would promote student growth and/or performance in the areas of academic
achievement, personality integration and adjustment, and interpersonal
perceptions.

His results showed that there was no change in academic

performance but changes in personality did show up.

Using his own

relationship inventory and sociometric test scores he showed that
interpersonal perceptions of the students "did not show consistent
changes as a function of any of the types of group interaction studied. 1
Salmon, Rosenberg and Bezdeh (1964) measured the classroom
behavior of twenty-four teachers with tapes, observers' ratings of two
sessions and student descriptive questionnaires.

In pre-tests and post¬

tests students' learning showed gains in comprehension related signifi¬
cantly to teacher "energy" and to a moderate position on a ’ permissive¬
ness vs. a control continuum."

Student evaluations were related signifi¬

cantly to teacher clarity, expressiveness, and warmth.
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Gold (1962) found the percent of student isolates to correlate
significantly (.63) with the F scores for authoritarianism in teachers.
Gold argues a causal relationship for his results.
Cureton (1964) demonstrated that students with needs

iH

to the teaching environment in which they exist do achieve significantly
higher than those with dissimilar needs.

He found that there was no

significant difference in intellectual qualities between those whose
needs were similar and those whose needs were dissimilar to the needs
of the teaching environment.
Ryans* (1961) elementary school data suggests a moderate relation¬
ship between "assessments of observed purposeful and productive behavior
and inventory estimated teacher characteristics identified as under¬
standing, friendly behavior, organized businesslike behavior, and
original stimulating behavior," and low order relationship between
pupil behavior and "teachers’ favorable attitudes toward democratic class¬
room procedure, child-centered or permissive (liberal) educational views,
favorable attitudes toward pupils and emotional stability."

His data

also suggest ''substantially fewer relationships between the assessments
of pupil behavior and inventory estimated teacher characteristics."
Ryans (1961a) found in another similar study for secondary school
pupils "that low positive relationships appeared to obtain between
productive pupil behavior and teacher behavior.1

There was, however,

a tendency for the stimulating, original teacher classroom behavior
pattern to show a slightly higher correlation with pupil behavior
than the understanding friendly or organized businesslike teacher
behavior patterns.
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Hess (1964) found that group therapy has no effect on the
adjustment of the elementary age school child who is already welladjusted.

It can, however, improve academic achievement.

In disagreement with Hess (1964), Richardson (1964) found no
significant difference in average grades between counseled and noncounseled groups when compared term by term.

However, when the

counseled group was divided into those whose grades dropped and those
whose grades increased during counseling, it was observed clinically
that there were "similarities in personality factors peculiar to each
group."
Shouksmith and Taylor (1964), exploring the growing and impor¬
tant problem of underachieving high ability children, reported the
effect of counseling on their level of educational attainment.

Signif¬

icant differences on achievement scores of the counseled group were
found.

They concluded that counseling does have an effect on under¬

achieving pupils.
Although much research has been carried on around the place
of the Rogerian concepts of empathy, positive regard, unconditionality
of regard, and congruence in the counseling relationship, almost
nothing has been done to evaluate the place of these specific concepts
in other kinds of relationships, particularly the teaching relation¬
ship.
Miller (1965) cited a relationship between certain personality
characteristics of naive and untrained individuals and the way they
are perceived by others as exemplifying helping or non-helping behavior.
He cites the "self-theory frame of reference (Rogers, et al.) for
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evidence that the therapeutic helping relationship may exist in nearly
any human interpersonal relationship situation providing that certain
fundamental attitudes are present on the part of one or more of the
involved individuals."

The characteristics ennumerated were

enthusiasm, dependability, genuineness, and congruence.

Miller

says that there is a need for further research in the general area of
helping relationships in other than fonnal counseling situations.
Kemp (1964) found that in a client-counselor relationship
evaluative attitudes may be crucial to therapeutic effectiveness.

The

cocanon dimension of counselors’ effectiveness seemed to involve their
evaluative reactions to their clients as manifested by positive regard,
involvement, and concern.
On the basis of the Ifyers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and a
questionnaire to measure counselors’ role perceptions, Sease (1964)
found significant agreement among clients and counselors regarding
congruency.

Counselors who perceived themselves as functioning more

nearly in an "ideal" role were found to be in significantly better
agreement with their clients regarding the nature of their relationship
than those who departed from the "ideal" role.
Truax et al. (I966d) produced a study to cross-validate
previous research on the significance of the therapists’ levels of
accurate empathy, non-possessive warmth and genuineness and to ascertain
the degree that they are causally related to the degree of patient
improvement or deterioration.

His results tended to

confirm the

importance of the three therapeutic conditions in combination and of
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empathy and genuineness separately."

He reports that therapists pro¬

viding high therapeutic conditions had 90 percent patient improvement
while those providing lower conditions had only 50 percent improvement.
Truax et al. (1966c) in this study found that in support of
previous findings, accurate empathy, non-possessive warmth, and
therapist’s genuineness are primarily a function of the therapist, not
of the client.
Truax (1966a) found in another study significant positive
relationships between therapist accurate empathy, non-possessive warmth
and group therapy outcome.
Rogers (1966) states that the "hypothesis that constructive
personality change is dependent on three essential attitudes in the
therapist is considered to a considerable extent confirmed."

Congruence

or genuineness, acceptance or prizing of the client, an accurate
empathic understanding of the client's phenomenal world have been shown
to be more important than professional qualifications, orientation, or
interview technique.
Truax (1966b) demonstrated that therapists are more effective
in psychotherapy because they themselves are personally "more potent
positive reinforcers."
decrease anxiety.

They elicit positive affect in the client and

By contrast, therapists who are low in the three

variables are "ineffective and produce negative or deteriorative change
in the client because they are noxious stimuli serving primarily as
aversive reinforcers."
Truax (I966e) found significant superiority of treated over
non-treated clients by group psychotherapy with high accurate empathy
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and non-possessive warmth.

The "major effect of therapy was to change

self concepts in a positive direction which increased the congruence
between self and ideal self."
The uncontaminated measure of counseling or teaching success in
most of the previous studies is standardized test results.

However,

this criterion of effectiveness is far from being either adequate in
the area of academic achievement or comprehensive in measuring the
desired outcomes of school attendance.

Tests do, nonetheless, provide a

partial measure of the achievement of one aspect of the schools' goals
that is independent of either teacher or student evaluation.

\

III.

METHODS AND ANALYSIS

Subjects
The subjects of this investigation were 145 pupils of grades
^•0* H snd 12 at Amherst Regional High School, Amherst, Massachusetts.
Students included in the study comprised the total membership (in
attendance) of six randomly chosen homerooms, a selection procedure 'which
it was felt would make for more efficient questionnaire administration
than simple random selection of students, while introducing no evident
bias of relevance to the study.

Procedure
Two modified forms of the Relationship Inventory (see Appendix A),
identical except for the directions, were administered in random order
to the homeroom groups.

One form instructed the student to complete the

questionnaire with reference to his relationship to his present English
teacher; the other with reference to his imagined relationship to an
"ideal" teacher.

Whichever questionnaire was administered first to any
r

given student, it was collected before the second one was given out, so
that no student was simultaneously in possession of both questionnaires.
Time permitted for the completion of each form (about 15 minutes) was
for practical purposes unlimited, since previous pilot administrations
of the questionnaire to other students had shown about 10 minutes to be
adequate time for even very slow readers to complete the instrument.
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The printed instructions on the questionnaire were read aloud once by
the administrator (homeroom teacher) who was instructed to make no
further comment about the questionnaire itself, but to answer only
questions pertaining to such procedural matters as time allotment, etc.
Both students and teachers had been informed (in writing) prior to
administration of the instrument that its purpose was to aid in a
research project concerned with student attitudes in general, that all
individual responses would be kept in strict confidence by University
personnel, and that no individual's protocol would under any circum¬
stances be released to the high school or in any other way made public.

Measurements
The independent variables considered include sex, scholastic
ability, and grade in school.

Sex and grade of the subjects were

obtained from school records, with grade being defined, for purposes of
the study, as the class assignment of the pupil.

Scholastic ability

will be here operationally defined as the converted score on the School
and College Ability Test (SCAT) determined according to scoring pro¬
cedures outlined in the Manual (see Appendix C, "A Note on the SCAT ).
Dependent variables are each subject's score (converted to
eliminate negative signs) on each of the four dimensions of the question¬
naire—Positive Regard (R); Empathy (E); Congruence (C)j Unconditionality
of Regard (U)—and the total score (T), the sum of the four sub-scores,
for each of the two forms of the questionnaire,

A final dependent

variable is a derived measure of the discrepancy between the realteacher and ideal-teacher responses made by each subject on the corre¬
sponding forms of the questionnaire.

This real-ideal teacher congruence

26
score (RITC) is defined as 'the coefficient of correlation (Pearson r)
between a subject’s numerical responses to each item on the real-teacher
form and that subject's responses to the same items on the ideal-teacher
form.

The table below enumerates in summary the 15 variables for which

measurements have been obtained on each subject:

Identification Of Variables For Which Measurements Have Been Obtained

Variable #

Definition

Independent Variables

•-

1
2
3
4

Sex
Class
SCAT Verbal
SCAT Quantitative

Dependent Variables
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

R score, ’’real" form
R score, "ideal" form
E score, "real" form
E score, "ideal" form
C score, "real" form
C score, "ideal" form
U score, "real" form
U score, "ideal" form
T score, "real" form
T score, "ideal" form
RITC score

Analysis
The analysis of the data is directed primarily at answering
questions in the two areas proposed in the Statement of Problem in uhaptor
I above.

There can be restated operationally as follows:

(A) What

relationship, if any, exists between the independent variables of sex,
class, and/or SCAT scores and the dependent variables R, E, C, U, and T
scores on each form of the Inventory? and (B) What relationship, if any.
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exists between the RITC score and the independent variables named?

The

method used for determining answers to these questions is a series of
chi-square tests for the independence of the variables, taking the
following general form:

RITC Score

High

Low

Boys
Girls
The null hypothesis being in each case that there is no association
between the variables.^

(This use of a series of chi-squares rather

than an analysis of variance procedure offers the advantage of providing
information about the association of the variables for individuals rather
than simply the significance of differences in group means, for example.)
Similar chi-square tests (of the hypothesis of non-association of the
variables) are repeated for each of the combinations described in (A) and
(B) above.

High” and "Low" are here operationally defined as scores
respectively above and below the median for the group being considered,
thus forcing no generalizations about the distribution of the variables
in other populations than the one sampled.

IV:

RESULTS

This chapter presents the results of the investigation under
the two broad headings noted at the close of the last chapter,
namely:

1. What relationship, if any, exists between the independent

variables of sex, school class, and/or SCAT Verbal and Quantitative
test scores, and the dependent variables (R, E, C, U) on the Realand Ideal-Teacher forms of the Relationship Inventory? and, 2. What
relationship, if any, exists between the same four independent variables
and the RITC Score, the last being a measure of the congruence or
similarity between each individual respondent's answers on the realteacher and ideal-teacher forms of the Relationship Inventory.

Where

possible and appropriate, data is presented within the body of this
chapter in abbreviated or summary form; complete chi-square tables
presenting data for each of the 44 individual tests of significance may
be found in Appendix D.
Also presented in this chapter are descriptive data (means and
standard deviations) where they are appropriate to provide normative
reference points with regard to the dimensions of the Inventory itself.
Finally, results of a statistical test of the reliability of the
Relationship Inventory are presented.
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Sex and the Relationship Variables
Table 2 below summarizes the results of chi-square tests of
association between the variables of R, E, C, U, and T (where T is
the total of scores on R, E, C, and U) and the sex of the student, for
both the real-teacher and ideal-teacher forms of the Relationship
Inventory (RI).

TABLE 2
Summary Of Chi-Squares Relating Differences In Scores
On Relationship Variables Of R, E, C, U, & T
(T = Total Of R, E, C, & U) For Real- And
Ideal-Teacher To Sex Of Respondent
For 145 Students

Variable

X2

d.f.

P

Heal .
Ideal

4.37

1
1

.01
.05

E

Real
Ideal

7,60
.713

1

.01
N.S.*

p

Real
Ideal

1
1

.01
N.S.*

u

Real
Ideal

6.69
5.48 .

1
1

.01
.02

»pl

Real
Ideal

10.85.
2.51

1
1

.01
N.S.*

R

.

10.67
2.67

*N.S. indicates not significant,.

Significant differences between boys and girls exist in their
scores on all of the relationship variables in describing the realteacher, but on the variables of R and U only in the ideal-teacher
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form of the RI.1

All the differences noted are in the sane direction,

girls' scores tending to be above, and boys' scores below the median
of the whole group in each case.

Girls are thus more likely to

perceive higher levelB of positive regard, empathy, congruence, and
unconditionality of regard in their relationship with a teacher than
are boys.
With regard to an imagined ideal-teacher, girls are significantly
more likely to envision higher levels of positive and unconditional
regard than are boys, although differences in levels of empathy and
congruence, while in the same direction, are not statistically
significant.

Tables 3 and 4 below, which list meanB and standard

deviations of RI variable scores for the entire group, and for boys and
girls separately, respectively, reflect the sex differences already
described.
v

3-Here and throughout the study differences with confidence
levels of less than 95 percent (p =< .05) will be referred to as ^not
significant," while probability levels will be given for sigm.nca.io
differences.
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TABLED 3
Meana And Standard Deviations On Relationship
Inventory Variables And Total For Both RealAnd Ideal-Teacher Forms For 145 Students
Real Teacher
Mean
S.D,.

Ideal Te&chei*
Mean
S.D.

R

62.9

13.0

77.9

£

55.3

10.4

72.4

12.2

C

63.3

13.1

74.3

12.2

u

51.6

T

233.2

Variable

8.13

9.86

54.3

35.8

9.54

278.9

44.5

TABUS 4
Means And Standard Deviations By Sex On Relationship
Inventory Variables And Total For Both Real- And
Ideal-Teacher Forms For 145 Students

Variable

Boys (1V ~ 61)
Real Teacher . Ideal 5"eacher
S.D.
Mean
S.D.
Mean

R

58.28

E

53.30

C

59.11

u

49.46

T

220.15

13.6
8.75
12.2
8.46
34.1

74.31

8.31

Girls :n « 84)
Real Teacher
Ideal Teacher
S.D.
S.D.
Mean
Mean
66.30

11.4

80.46

10.4

70.43

13.2

56.81

11.8

73.74

11.1

71.33

12.6

66.39

12.9

76.60

11.4

53.19

8.4

55.71

242.51

33.7

268.38

52.31
268.38

9.98
52.0

8.89
35.0

Differences between boys and girls in T scores are significant
with respect to the real- but not the ideal—teacher form of the RI.
That is, while both boys and girls are likely to ascribe about the
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same overall level of relationship qualities to an imaginary ideal
teacher, they describe differently the extent to which those qualities
are experienced in their relations with a real teacher—the girls
reporting higher levels than the boys.
It can also be noted in considering the means given in Tables
3 and 4 that the values for unconditionality of regard are considerably
lower, particularly with respect to the ideal teacher, than those of
the other variables, and that this holds true for both boys and girls.
It would seem that for all students the least important of the four
relationship variables in relating to an imaginary ideal teacher is
that of unconditionality of regard—and that in addition, uncondition¬
ality is the quality whose presence is least noted in actual relations
with real teachers.

School Class and the Relationship Variables
Table 5 summarizes the results of chi-square tests of
association between the variables of R, E, C, U, and T and the class
in school of the student, for both the real-teacher and ideal-teacher
fonns of the RI.

As the table shows, tenth, eleventh, aid twelfth

graders were not significantly different from one another in their
ascription of the relationship qualities to either real or imagined
ideal teachers

33
TABLE 5
Summary of Chi-Squarea Relating Differences In Scores
On Relationship Variables Of R, E, C, U, & T
(T = Total Of R, E, C, & U) For Real- Aral
Ideal-Teacher To School Class Of
Respondents For 139 Students*
Variable
R

E

C

U

T

X2
Real

.723

Ideal

T39

Real

k

2

N.S.
07"

*883
1.44

2
2

N.S.
V.S.

.883
“TTu

2
2

N.S.

.190

..

Real

Ideal

N.S.
-07“
N.S.
N.S.

Ideal
Real
Ideal

2

TT

P

2
2

2,34

Ideal
Real

d.f*

N.S.

*Six students for whom class and/or achievement test data
were not available are not included in chi-square computation involving
those variables*

SCAT Verbal Score and the Relationship Variables
In Table 6 are summarized the results of chi-square tests of
association between the variables of R, E, C, U, and T and the SCAT
Verbal score of the student, for both the real-teacher and idealteacher forms of the RI.

For each of the chi-squares shown, it should

be noted, SCAT scores were artificially dichotomized at the median into
scores above and below that point for purposes of the significance
test*

No significant differences are found, it can be seen in the

table, between students whose SCAT Verbal scores were above and those
whose scores were below the median in any of the relationship variables
for the real-teacher.

That is, students making above-median scores on
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the SCAT Verbal scale were no more or less likely to perceive the
presence of positive regard, empathy, congruence, or unconditionality
of regard in their relationships to their English teachers than were
students with belcw-median scores.

In their imagined perceptions of

relationship with an ideal teacher, however, the above- and belowmsdian scoring students differed significantly, both in the over-all
perception of the variables (T) and in the individual variables of
R, E, and C.

There was no significant difference between above- and

belovwnedian scoring students on U, Unconditionality of Regard.

All

the differences noted are consistent with one another in direction:
students with above-median SCAT Verbal scores are more likely to ascribe
high levels of the relationship variables (with the exception of U) to
an ideal teacher than are those with SCAT Verbal scores below the
median, and vice versa.
the same direction.)

(In the case of U, the tendency was also in
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TABLE 6
Summary Of Chi-Squares Relating Differences In Scores
On Relationship Variables ofR, E, C, U, & T
(The Sum Of R, E, C, & U) For Real- Aral
Ideal-Teacher To SCAT Verbal Scores
Of Respondents For 139 Students
Variable

A

Real
Ideal

T?
£l

Heal
Ideal

c

Real
Ideal

u

Real. ...
ideal

T

Real
Ideal

A

d.f.

X2
.

1
1

3,79
6.04
.066

P
.

N.S.
.05

1
1

N.S.
.001

1
1

N.S.
.001

2.09

1
1

N.S.

l.ll
2.62
10.87

1
1

N.S.
.001

25.01
~i--331
25.01

N.S.

SCAT Quantitative Score and the Relationship Variables
Summaries of results of chi-square test of association between
the variables of

R, E, C, U, and T and SCAT Quantitative scores of

subjects for real—teacher and ideal—teacher appear in Table 7.

The

results are clearly similar to those reported in the previous section
(SCAT Verbal and R, E, C, U, and T).

That is, while there are no

differences in perceptions of a real teacher between students making
high and those making low (respectively, above and below the median)
scores, significant differences do exist between those groups of
students in their perceptions of an imagined relationship with an idealteacher.

As in the previous case, students making higher SCAT scores

tended to ascribe high levels of R, E, and C, but not U, to the ideal
teacher, and also to have higher total scores (T).
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TABIE 7
Summary Of Chi-Squares Relating Differences In Scores
On Relationship Variables of R, E, C, U, & T
(The Sum Of R, E, C, & U) For Real- And
Ideal-Teacher To SCAT Quantitative
Scores Of Respondents For
139 Students
Variable

d.f.

X2

1

UL
.05

i
i

N.S.

.374
7.87

i

IJ.S.

l

.01

.010
2.<$3

i
i

N.S.
N.S.

.604

i
l

N.S.

p
*•

Real
Ideal

4.49

r?
JCi

Real
Ideal

8.88

cr%

Real
Ideal

u

Real
Ideal

Real

T

Ideal

p

.008

.008

8.00

i

.005

.01

The RITC Score and Independent Variables
Talle 8 summarizes the results of chi-square tests of associa¬
tion for each of the independent variables of sex, school class, SCAT
Verbal and SCAT Quantitative score with the RITC (Real-Ideal Teacher
Congruence) score, which has been operationally defined as the
coefficient of correlation (Pearson r) between each student's responses
on the Real-Teacher form of the RI with that same student's responses
on the Ideal-Teacher form of the instrument.

The RITC score is thus a

measure of the extent to which a subject's responses to the Relation¬
ship Inventory items with respect to a real teacher coincide with his
responses with respect to an Imaginary teacher wham he would consider
to be ideal
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TABLE 8
Summary Of Chi-Squares Relating Variables Of Sex,
School Class, SCAT Verbal, And SCAT Quantitative
To RITC Scores Of Respondents
Variable

d.f.

N

P

12.99

1

145

.01

School Class

3.42

2

139

N.S.

SCAT V

4.52

1

139

.05

SCAT Q

5.24

1

139

.05

Sex

X2

Significant differences, as Table 8 indicates, exist between boys
and girls and between students above and below the median on each of the
SCAT scores, with respect to their likelihood of having RITC scores above
or below the entire group’s median.

Girls are more likely to have high

RITC scores than are boys, and those having high (above the median)
SCAT scores (either Verbal or Quantitative) are more likely to have
high RITC scores than those scoring below the median on the achievement
tests.

Class in school of the student is not significantly associated

with differential RITC score.

In summary, then, a strong similarity

between perception of the real and of the ideal teacher (High RIi1^ sccio)
is associated with girls and with high aptitude test scores, but not
with any particular class in school.

Summary of Results
The results of all statistical tests for association of dependent
to independent variables described in this chapter are summarized in
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Table 9.

Dependent variables are listed in the lefthand column, with

independent variables heading the other columns.

Entries are signifi¬

cance levels obtained in the appropriate chi-square test.

(For a

complete presentation of chi-square data see Appendix D.)

TABLE 9
Significance Levels Obtained By Chi-Square Tests Of
Association Between All Dependent And All
Independent Variables*
Dependent
Variables

Sex

Class

Independent Variables
SCAT Verbal
SCAT Quantitative

R •

Real
Ideal

H
OIj
.05

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
.05

N.S.
.05

E

Real
Ideal

.01
N.S.

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
.001

N.S.
.005

Real
Ideal

.01
N.S.

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
.001

N.S.
.01

Real
Ideal

.01
.02

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
N.S.

Real
Ideal

.01
N.S.

N.S.
N.S.

N.S.
.001

N.S.
.01

.01

N.S.

.05

A

IT

m

.

'ritc

*For explanation see text.
Appendix D.

.05

For complete chi-square data, see

Reliability of the Relationship Inventory
An index of the reliability or internal consistency of the
measurement obtained by use each form of the RI was computed by the
split-half correlation method (Guilford, 1956), using the SpearmanBrown correction formula for estimating total-test reliability.
obtained were as follows:
Ideal-Teacher form of RI . . . r^t ** *86
Real-Teacher form of RI

* . •

= .£3.

Results

CHAPTER V:

DISCUSSION

Although it was not the purpose of this investigation to test
specific hypotheses, but rather to study, in a quite exploratory way,
some questions which seemed on the basis of earlier research, as well
as theoretical considerations, important—nonetheless a few specific
findings have emerged which appear to corroborate the work of earlier
researchers.

Perhaps the most fundamental of these findings is that

there are variables of interpersonal relationship of proved relevance
to counseling which are germane also to the classroom relationship
between teacher and pupil.

Further, there is evidence that these

variables can be accessed in essentially similar ways in both relation¬
ships, although, as will be shown, the means of assessment used in this
study leaves a good deal to be desired.

The Relationship Variables
Like a good deal of earlier work (see Chapter 2), the present
data suggest that the four attitudinal ingredients themselves are
differentially important.1

The variable of U, unconditionality of

regard, in addition to having consistently lower means than any of

^ere, as in the remainder of the discussion, concepts or
constructs will be referred to directly, in order to avoid the undue
repetition of restating operational definitions. Thus, attitudinal
ingredients" refers to R, E, C, and U scores obtained with the
present modification of the RI; "high ability students" refers to
those above the median on the SCAT test(s), etc.
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the other three, was significantly associated with only one of the
independent variables, sex.

Even there, it can be seen that differences

between boys and girls are small relative to the differences between U
and the other three variables.

Unconditionality of regard thus would

seem to be the attitudinal quality which, of the four, is not only
least attributed to real teachers, but is also seen as the one least
desired in an "ideal" teacher.

Although it would of course be possible

to interpret this result as an artifact of the particular measuring
device (the RI), the fact that it is consistent with other recent findings
(Rogers, 1966j Truax, 1966c) lends some support to the idea that it is
the construct, rather than idiosyncratic artifacts of measurement, which
accounts for the result.

More conclusive evidence on this point would

hopefully include, in addition to replication of the findings, an it onanalysis of the RI or similar instrument.

In addition, it does not seem

unreasonable, simply on the basis of logic, that unconditionality or non¬
judgement alness should be qualities of teachers which are neither
frequently perceived nor greatly desired by students.

Teachers must,

by virtue of their role, make Judgements, and it is teachers, as
representatives of the educational system (as well as the larger society)
who set "conditions'* in the classroom, determining what is and what is
not acceptable by the rendering of "judgements."

The earlier mentioned

conclusion of Rogers (1966), which does not include unconditionality as
a crucial variable of counselor attitude, suggests that perhaps in
counseling as well as teaching the goal of "absolute relativism" may be
as difficult of attainment as it is superfluous to success.

a
Association of Relationship to Independent Variables
The single independent variable most consistently associated
with differences in perception of relationship variables was, as has
been shown, sex.

Girls attributed, on the whole, higher levels of

positive regard, empathy, congruence, and unconditionality to their
English teachers than did boys.

At the same time, girls' mean scores

for the ideal teacher were in each instance above the mean of the boys,
a fact which would indicate that the finding cannot be explained by
the hypothesis that perhaps girls ''expect less" in the way of empathy,
etc. than do boys.
1.

Two alternative explanations suggest themselves:

Teachers do in fact relate better to girls than to boys, and 2.

Girls are more sensitive to and/or expressive of nuances of interpersonal
feeling than are boys.

Clearly these are not mutually exclusive

possibilities, and although the second may be less susceptible of
empirical validation, there is evidence in the earlier cited work of
Antes (1964) and Hudson (1964) which seems to support it.

In fact,

the more general notion that girls are somehow more "relationshipcentered" than boys has received considerable support, not always
scientific, in widely different contexts.
The first possibility suggested, that teachers simply relate
better to girls, while not well founded in research, nonetheless does
not seem difficult to reconcile with an understanding of how schools
have usually functioned and what kinds of activities they have tender
to support.

The first grader's somewhat embarassed assertion that

"school is for girls" is perhaps becoming decreasingly valid, but lias
not entirely lost its truth.

While traditional stereotypes having to
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do with "sugar and spice" may be declining in relevance, the class¬
room is still no place for "snails and puppy-dogs' tails."

Rather, it

is a place for orderly, constructive activity under the direction of
an authoritative (if perhaps "democratic") adult—it is, above all, a
place for "following directions*"

In short, the classroom as

historically (and to a large extent, presently) constituted is more
nearly consonant with the traditionally feminine virtues of obedience,
compliance, and accomodation than with their masculine counterparts
of intrusiveness, assertiveness, and aggression.

If one accepts this

fact, it is not difficult to imagine that teachers, if only in their
role as guardians of order, might tend to prefer the somewhat less taxing
feminine demeanor, and thus tend to "relate better" to girls.1
Differences between boys and girls with respect to the ideal
teacher, although for two variables (R and U) statistically significant,
are generally not striking, the average difference between the means
being about four points.

Thus, whatever large differences may exist

between boys and girls in ways of constueing a relationship with an
ideal teacher, those differences were apparently not measured by the
Relationship Inventory used here.

The reference here, it should be

noted, is to differences of kind, not degree:

the mean scores of the

girls were, as has been pointed out, uniformly higher, but the general
pattern was the same, i.e., the relative magnitude of mean scores for
each of the variables was constant.

(In descending order, positive

regard, congruence, empathy, and unconditionality of regard.)

With

Ifor a brilliant elaboration of the teacher's historical social
roles and their consequences see Waller (1932).
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the exception of U, differences in means on the variables was mw«n
(averaging about three points) with the mean U score being about twenty
points lower than the other three.
In addition to those already discussed, significant differences
in scores on the relationship variables were found to be associated with
performance on both the Verbal and Quantitative parts of the SCAT.
(Those two scores will hereafter not be distinguished from one another,
since, as the previous chapter and the tables in Appendix D indicate,
there is no essential difference between them on any dimension relevant
to this study.)
Differences associated with the SCAT score were, in each case,
with respect to the ideal, but not with respect to the real, teacher.
That is to say, high-aptitude students (as defined by the SCAT) did not
differ from their lower-scoring classmates in their perception of the
attitudinal dimensions of their relationship with their English teachers;
but they did differ significantly (on three of the four variables and
the total) in the qualities they ascribed to a relationship with an
ideal teacher.

As was the pattern among other variables discussed

earlier, differences in U scores were not significant, the most likely
reason being that unconditionality in a teacher is simply not seen as
important, or necessarily very desirable, by most of the students.
In describing characteristics of their relationship with an
imaginary ideal teacher, high-aptitude students were in every case
likely to attribute higher levels of the attitudinal variables to that
relationship than were the others.

At the same time, the high-aptitude

students did not differ significantly from the others in their perception

of their English teachers.

These two findings, it can be noted, are

very nearly the reverse of the situation found with respect to sex
differences:

girls tended to differ from boys in perception of the

real, but not the ideal teacher.

The higher-ability students, then,

would seem to be in agreement with their classmates in assessing the
quality of relationships with real teachers, but differ from them in
expecting more positive regard, empathy, and congruence from an ideal
teacher.

This is a finding not corroborated elsewhere in the literature

(in fact it opposes somewhat a number of studies cited earlier in which
girls-and-high-achievers tended to be distinguished from boys-and-lowachievers).

While a number of speculations are possible to explain

this result (e.g. that high-ability students are more imaginative and/or
’relatable”) none seems entirely satisfactory from either a practical
or theoretical point of view.

One very general explanation, which is

speculative rather than empirically grounded, might be that students of
higher aptitude are simply more committed to and identified with the
school and teachers, and are hence more 11 visionary” in describing what
might be.

Students of lower ability, on the contrary, might be likely

to have less concern with such matters as potential relationships with
ideal teachers, being tied to more down-to-earth pursuits such as
academic survival in competition with their higher-scoring classmates.
ThiB contradicts, in a sense, the stereotype of the "egghead" or
intellectually more gifted student as one narrowly focused on academic
subjects but inattentive to interpersonal relations.

To the contrary,

academically more talented students in this study were seen to have
higher aspirations for ideal teacher-relations than their classmates,
while not differing essentially on their judgements of existing inter¬
personal realities.
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With regard to the class in school of the student, no statistic¬
ally significant differences were found on any of the relationship
variables for either the real or the ideal teacher.

While it iB true

that negative results are never conclusive, in this instance a number
of special considerations suggest an especially skeptical view of this
result.
The first and perhaps most critical of these considerations is
that of the class-composition of the sample.

Because stratification by

school class was not attempted and selection of homerooms was random,
a disproportionately large number of seniors (77) happened, by chance,
to become subjects of the study.

Sophomores and juniors were included

in about equal numbers (29 and 33, respectively).

This inequality of

class distribution tended, naturally, to accentuate any differences
shown by seniors, and also to "wash out" general class differences among
the students whenever seniors were not greatly divergent on a given
variable.

The possibility of such "chance bias" occuring could have

been (and should be, in future studies) controlled in anticipation of
class differences by the use of a sampling technique which either (a)
stratifies subjects by class, or (b) selects individuals, rather than
homerooms, randomly.
Another consideration to be taken into account with regard to
the non—significance of class differences is the possibility of an
interaction between the variable of school class and one or more of the
other independent variables.

The existence of such interaction seems,

on the basis of the present data, extremely likely with respect to sex.
An illustrative example of the situation referred to is given in
Figure 1 below.
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Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

Boys

10

20

30

Girls

30

20

10

Figure 1. Hypothetical example illustrating interaction
effect likely to have occurred between school class and
another variable.

As the figure illustrates, if the numbers are taken to be mean
scores on some dependent variable, there are no differences, in total,
either between boys and girls or among classes when these are considered
separately.

It is clear, however, that class differences do exist if

the two sexes are considered individually, and that sex differences
exist for two of the three classes.

But the fact that the differences

are in opposite directions for the two variables vitiates them when
the variables are not considered conjunctively.

The present data gives

some indication that an effect of this kind may have been operative,
and this is a question with which further research should certainly
concern itself.

The present design did not address itself to this

possibility, since there seemed, before the fact, little justification
in theory or logic for such an expectation.

The RITC Score
The RITC score was, in its conception, the most speculative of
the variables considered*

Unlike the R, E, C, and U scales, the RITC

score is not fundamentally dependent upon the validity of theoretical
constructs underlying the Relationship Inventory, nor does it implj
value judgements about the desirability of any of the attitudinal
ingredients for teachers.

Rather, it is basically nothing more than

K1
an abbreviated numerical notation of the relative similarity between the
two sets of RI responses (for real and ideal teacher) made by each
student.

The rationale for its use here was simply that it might

provide an expedient and relatively simple index of discrepancy between
pupils' views of real and ideal teachers—a discrepancy which earlier
research has shown to be associated with such variables as sex, school
attitude, and self-concept (Cheong and De Vault, 1966).

The results

obtained support this rationale, the RITC having been found to be
significantly associated with the variables of sex and academic
ability.

Girls tended overall to have higher RITC scores (lower

discrepancy between perception of real and ideal teachers) than did boys,
and students of high aptitude had higher RITC scores than their class¬
mates.

The finding that school class was not significantly associated

with RITC score is most probably an illustration of the interaction
effect discussed earlier in this chapter, although, as has been pointed
out, the design of the present study did not address itself to this
question and so no conclusive statement can be made.

Nonetheless, it

can be noted that the general pattern of RITC scores followed exactly
that of the illustration in Figure 1, the boys' scores tending to
increase from grades 10 to 12 and the girls' tending to decrease.

Of

course no certainty can be attached to this finding without a
replication and rigorous statistical test, but the consistency, if not
the magnitude of the result suggests that this might well be a fruitful
direction for further research.
The finding that girls and high ability students have higher
RITC scores is consistent with the previous research cited earlier, but
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seems in part paradoxical in view of the results obtained here.

It is

consistent that girls’ RITC scores might be higher, in view of the
fact that they scored generally higher on the real-teacher variables
and were not, overall, higher on ideal-teacher items.
not the case for the high-ability students.

But this was

They tended, rather, to

be the same as their classmates on the real—teacher variables but
consistently higher on the ideal-teacher items.

Thus the paradox:

high-ability students, while attributing higher levels of the
relationship variables to an ideal teacher, and seeing about the same
levels as other students in their English teachers, nonetheless have
smaller discrepancies between the two I

In considering explanations

for this rather curious result, it must be noted first that the
association between academic ability and the RI scales for the real
teacher was frequently inconsistent, and that in addition the realteacher R score was positively related to high verbal ability at a
level approaching statistical significance (p =< .07).

It is thus

likely that the apparent paradox is at least partly a reflection of
artifacts of measurement peculiar to the instrument coupled with an
instability of the association between SCAT scores and the relationship
items.

It is also likely that in view of the interaction effect already

mentioned with respect to the RITC score that further refinement and
study of this measure will be necessary before unequivocal conclusions
can be reached.
Bearing in mind the limitations noted, however, the fact of the
RITC score’s statistically significant association with the variables
of sex and academic ability lends some support to the notion that the

A9
measure has potential usefullness as a general index of relationship
satisfaction-dissatisfaction.

An early step in the further investiga¬

tion of this possibility would likely be an item-analysis and refine¬
ment of the RI itself.

Reliability of Measurement
The reliabilities obtained (.86 for the ideal-teacher, .83 for
the real-teacher) for the Relationship Inventory used are certainly
more than adequate in an instrument for experimental use, and would not,
in themselves, mitigate against more practical applications of the
instrument.

As has been indicated in other connections, however, such

applications could fruitfully be preceded by further study and refine¬
ment of the Inventory.

General Limitations of the Study
While a number of limitations have been mentioned in connection
with specific findings discussed in this chapter, a few additional
points should be considered with respect to the validity of the results
obtained and of generalizations based on them.
1.

Sample size.

While the number of subjects included in the

study was adequate for analysis within the context of the present
design, it is clear that a much larger sample would be required before
authoritative statements could be made with respect to the normative
dimensions of the scales of the Relationship Inventory.
2.

Sample composition.

In addition to the already discussed

unequal representation of sophomores, juniors, and seniors in the study,
it should be borne in mind that all students in the study were residents
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of the same small. New England college-town, and all were enrolled at
the same comprehensive high school.

To what extent the results

obtained could validly be generalized to students in, say, a South¬
western farm community, or a Chicago slum, is problematic in the
absence of actual data.
3.

Validity.

The scales of the Relationship Inventory are

based on the application of a number of theoretical constructs, and
although the constructs have received considerable empirical support,
the scales have not.

Until such time as suitable criterion variables

can be devised for the empirical validation of the scales, it must be
understood that studies such as the present one are based primarily
on the face validity of the Inventory, despite the fact that positive
outcomes which are consistent with theoretical formulations and with
each other do lend a measure of support to the validity assumption.

VI:

SUMMARY

Two forms of the Relationship Inventory, adapted to refer to
teacher-student relationships, were administered to 145 students of
grades 10, 11, and 12.

Instructions called for the completion of

one form with reference to the student’s relationship to his present
English teacher, and of the other with reference to a relationship
with an "ideal" teacher.

A measure of the discrepancy between the

two sets of responses was derived and found to relate significantly
to the student's sex and academic ability, but not to his class in
school.

Each of the four attitudinal variables assessed in the

Inventory (positive regard—R, empathy—E, congruence—C, and
unconditionality of regard—U) was also related to the independent
variables of sex, aptitude test scores, and class in school.

Signif¬

icant associations were noted, in the case of the real-teacher form,
between each of the relationship variables and the sex of the student.
Associations were also found to be significant on the ideal-teacher form,
between sex and the variables of R and U (but not E and C), and between
academic ability and the variables of R, E, and C, but not U.

None

of the variables was significantly related to the student' s class in
school, although indications that an interaction effect may have been
operative to suppress such relation were discussed.

Estimates of

reliability of measurement were made for both real- and ideal-teacher
forms of the Inventory, and several suggestions for farther refinement
of the instrument were made.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY (AS MODIFIED)
WITH INSTRUCTIONS FOR IDEAL TEACHER

Student Name__
Date

____

Class___

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY—Student Form I-S-6
During your years in school, you have had experience with many
teachers*

Try to imagine now the IDEAL teacher, and what he or she

would be like in the classroom; then consider each of the statements
in this booklet with respect to what he or she would be like in the
classroom; then consider each of the statements in this booklet with
respect to what your relationship would be like with the IDEAL teacher.
Mark each statement in the left margin, according to how
strongly you feel that it would or would not be true of your relation¬
ship with your ideal teacher.

Please be sure to mark every statement;

write +3, +2, +1, or -1, -2, -3 to stand for the following answers:

+3:

Yes, this would most certainly be true of my relationship with
the ideal teacher.

+2:

Yes, this would be true of my relationship with the ideal teacher.

+1:

Yes, this would probably be true of my relationship with the ideal
teacher.

-1:

No, this would probably not be true of my relationship with the
ideal teacher.

-2:

No, this would not be true of my relationship with the ideal teacher.

-3:

No, this would most certainly not be true of my relationship with
the ideal teacher.

You may turn back to this page whenever you wish.

53

54
1*

He respect8 me as a person.

2.

He wants to understand how I see things.

3.

His interest in me as a person depends on whether I am
interested in his subject.

4»

He is comfortable to be with and seems at ease with me.

5.

He appreciates me as a person.

,6.

In class, he knows when I understand something but is not
aware of how I feel about it.

.7*

My feeling toward myself has no effect on how he feels
about me.

,8.

I feel that he is not sincere.

. 9.

He is impatient with me.

10.

He is very sensitive to the real meaning of what I say.

11.

He approves of me more when I behave in some ways than he
does when I behave in other ways.

12.

I feel that he is real and genuine with me.

13.

He likes to see me.

_14.

He doesn’t try to see my point of view.

_15.

Sometimes he is quite pleasant and at other times he is
quite indifferent.

_16.

It makes him uneasy whenever I ask or talk about certain
things.

_17.

He is interested in what I learn, but does not really care
for me as a person.

18.

He usually senses or realizes how I am feeling.

19.

His feeling toward me doesn't depend on how I behave
toward him.

20.

He usually says exactly what he feels or thinks about
things.

21.

He finds me rather dull and uninteresting.
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.

22

His own attitudes toward some of the things I believe or
do prevent him from understanding me.

23.

1 °f? (co^d> be 0Penly praising or critical of him without
really making him feel any different toward me.

-24.

He wants me to think that he likes me or understands me
more than he really does.

_25.

He cares about me.

_26«

Sometimes he thinks I see things a certain way because
that’s the way he sees them.

_27.

He likes me in some ways and does not like me in others.

_28.

He accepts anything that I think is important to bring up
in class.

29.

I feel that he disapproves of me.

J30.

He understands me even when I have difficulty in express¬
ing myself.

yi.

How much he likes or dislikes me is not changed by what I
say or do.

J32.

Sometimes he is not at all comfortable with me but he tries
to ignore it.

23.

He just tolerates me.

J34.

He usually understands the whole meaning of what I say.

25.

If I express dissatisfaction with things about the class,
he becomes annoyed or hurt.

26.

There are times when I feel that what he says to me is
quite different from the way he feels underneath.

J37.

He is friendly and warm toward me.

J38.

He just takes no notice of some things that I think or feel.

29.

His feeling toward me seems to stay about the samej that
is, he doesn't show that he is pleased with me sometimes
and displeased with me at other times.

_40.

I doubt whether he really feels toward me the way he
seems to.
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.Al*

fo©l that he really values me.

.42.

He appreciates exactly how my experiences feel to me.

- 3•

He is warm and approving toward me sometimes and plainly
disapproving at other times.

M•

He is willing to express whatever is actually in his
mind, including any feelings about himself or about me.

j+5*

He is indifferent to me.

.46*

At times he thinks that I feel much more strongly about
a particular thing than I really do.

.47*

Whether I am in good spirits or feeling upset does not
make him feel any more or any less appreciative of me.

Jt&»

He is openly himself in our class relationships.

J+9.

He considers me a disagreeable person.

JSO.

He does not realize how strong or sensitive my feelings
are about some of the things we discuss.

J51.

Whether I's expressing "good" feelings or "bad” ones
seems to make no difference to the way he feels toward me.

J>2.

I feel that I can trust him to be honest in his response
to me.

J>3*

At times he feels contempt for me.

_J>4«

He understands me.

_J>5.

Sometimes I am more worthwhile in his eyes than I am at
other times.

J>6.

I don’t feel that he is hiding his true feelings in any
of our class relationships.

_J>7*

He truly is interested in me.

_J>8.

He often speaks or behaves toward me in a mechanical,
automatic kind of way.

__59.

I don't think that anything I say or do really changes
the way he feels toward me.

_60.

Things he says give a wrong impression of his total
reaction to me.
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He has a very deep affection for students.
When things in class upset me, he recognizes my feelings,
but he does not become upset himself.
How the other students regard me affects how he feels
toward me.
I feel that he has unspoken feelings toward students
which affect our classroom relationships.

APPENDIX B:

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY INSTRUCTIONS
FOR REAL (ENGLISH) TEACHER

Student Name_
Date__________
Class____

RELATIONSHIP INVENTORY—Student Form R-L-2

Below are listed a number of ways a teacher may feel or behave
in relation to a student.

Please consider each statement in this

booklet with reference to your relationship with your present English
teacher.
Mark each statement in the left margin, according to how
strongly you feel that it would or would not be true of your relation¬
ship with your present English teacher.

Please be sure to mark every

statement; write +3> +2, +1, or -1, -2, -3 to stand for the following
answers:
+3:

Yes, this would most certainly be true of my relationship with my
present English teacher.

+2:

Yes, this would be true of my relationship with my present English
teacher.

+1:

Yes, this would probably be true of my relationship with my present
English teacher,

-1:

No, this would probably not be true of my relationship with my
present English teacher.

-2:

No, this would not be true of my relationship with my present
English teacher.

-3:

No, this would most certainly not be true of my relationship with
my present English teacher.
You may turn back to this page whenever you wish.
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APPENDIX C:

A NOTE ON THE SCAT

SCAT, the School and College Ability Test of the Educational
Testing Service, is an academic aptitude test.

Results on academic

ability in this proposal are based on collected SCAT scores.

It

is constructed specifically as an aide to estimating "the capacity
of a student to undertake the academic work of the next higher level
of schooling."
Green (1965) says in his review that SCAT’S "standardization
is probably equal to that of any of their competitors and may be about
as good as one can expect in a large and relatively free society."
It has been well demonstrated by Weeks (1959), Goldman (1963), Meyer
(1958), and Traxler (I960), that they are a valid predictor of
probable academic performance for two years from grade five up.

The

correlations between SCAT scores and either grade point averages or
grades for specific courses appears to be "highest at about grade
seven -.70's and up."

As predictors SCAT scores appear to be able to

predict achievement better for women than for men, and the total score
usually predicts English grades better than verbal scores.

The

"quantative score tends to predict math grades better than the SCAT
total but the difference is often small and even reversed.

Green

suggests that the best use of all three scores for prediction and
guidance "probably involves more complexity than is presented in the
manuals."
known.

The reliability of SCAT while probably substantial is not

In summary, Green calls SCAT a "set of very good scholastic
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aptitude tests ... a model in most respects of how such a series
should be planned, developed, standardized, and validated."

It is

useful in grades 5-16 for prediction of general overall levels of
future success with the emphasis on the relative likelihood of success
in specific situations.

APPENDIX D:

COMPLETE CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF

ASSOCIATION FOR ALL VARIABLES INVESTIGATED

TABLE 10
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher R Score To
Sex of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Real-Teacher
R Score Above
Median

Real-Teacher
R Score Below
Median

Males

21

40

Females

51

33

X2

= 10.19; p =< .01

TABLE 11
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher R Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Ideal-Teacher
R Score Above
Median

Ideal-Teacher
R Score Below
Median

Males

24

37

Females

49

35

X2

= 4.37; p =< .05
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TABLE 12
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher E Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Real-Teacher
E Score Above
Median

Real-Teacher
E Score Below
Median

Males

23

38

Females

51

33

X*

= 7.60; p =< .01

TABLE 13
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher E Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Ideal-Teacher
E Score Above
Median

Ideal-Teacher
E Score Below
Median

Males

28

33

Females

45

39

X2

is not significant.

TABLE 14
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher C Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sox of
Student

Real-Teacher
C Score Above
Median

Real-Teacher
C Score Below
Median

Males

21

40

Females

52

32

X*

= 10.67; p =< .01

63
TABLE 15
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher C Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Ideal-Teacher
C Score Above
Median

Ideal-Teacher
C Score Below
Median

Males

26

35

Females

47

37

X2 is not significant.

TABUS 16
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher U Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Real-Teacher
U Score Above
Median

Real-Teacher
U Score Below
Median

Males

23

38

Females

51

33

x2

« 6,69; p Ka< .01

TABUS 17
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher U Score To
Sex Of Respondent For 145 Students

Ideal-Teacher
U Score Above
Median

Sex of
Student

Ideal-Teacher
U Score Below
Median

Males

24

37

Females

49

35

X*

= 5.48; p -< .05
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TABLE 18
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher T Score
(Sum Of Scores On R, E, C, & U) To Sex
Of Respondent For I45 Students

Sex of
Student

Real-Teacher
T Score Above
Median

Real-Teacher
T Score Below
Median

Males

21

40

Females

52

32

X2 *= 10,85; p = < .01

TABLE 19
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher T Score
(Sum Of Scores On R, E, C, & U) To Sex
Of Respondent For 145 Students

Sex of
Student

Ideal-Teacher
T Score Above
Median

Ideal-Teacher
T Score Above
Median

Males

26

35

Females

47

37

X2

is not significant.

TABLE 20
Chi-Square Relating RITC Score To Sex
Of Respondent For 145 Students
RITC Score
Above Median

Sex of
Student

RITC Score
Below Median

Males

20

a

Females

53

31

XJ 1

.01
= 12.99; p =<
-< *01
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TABLE 21
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher R Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Real-Teacher R Score Above Median

38

16

17

Real-Teacher R Score Below Median

39

17

12

X2 is not significant.

TABLE 22
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher R Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Ideal-Teacher R Score Above Median

35

17

16

Ideal-Teacher R Score Below Median

42

16

13

X2 is not significant.

TABLE 23
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher E Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 10
Grade 11
Grade 12
Real-Teacher E Score Above Median

39

14

18

Real-Teacher E Score Below Median

38

19

11

is not significant.
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TABLE 24
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher E Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of SItudent
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Ideal—Teacher E Score Above Median

40

16

15

Ideal-Teacher E Score Below Median

37

17

14

X2 is not significant.

TABLE 25
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher C Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Real-Teacher C Score Above Median

40

18

16

Real-Teacher C Score Below Median

37

15

13

X2

is not significant.

TABLE 26
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher C Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 10
Grade 11
Grade 12
Ideal-Teacher C Score Above Median

42

14

15

Ideal-Teacher C Score Below Median

35

19

14

X2

is not significant
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TABLE 27
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher U Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Real-Teacher U Score Above Median

35

15

16

Real-Teacher U Score Below Median

42

18

13

X2is not significant.

TABLE 28
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher U Score To School
Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Ideal-Teacher U Score Above Median

42

Ideal-Teacher U Score Below Median

35

.

14

16

19

13

x2ig not significant.

TABLE 29
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher T Score (Total Of R, E, C, &
U) To School Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 10
Grade 11
Grade 12
Real-Teacher T Score Above Median

38

18

17

Real-Teacher T Score Below Median

39

15

12

x2 is not significant.
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TABLE 30
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher T Score (Total Of R, E, C, &
U) To School Class Of Respondent For 139 Students
School Class of Student
Grade 12
Grade 11
Grade 10
Ideal-Teacher T Score Above Median

42

17

16

Ideal-Teacher T Score Below Median

35

16

13

is not significant.

TABLE 31
Chi-Square Relating RITC Score To School Class
Of Respondent For 139 Students
.ill...

1

...

1

II

School Class of Student
Grade 11
Grade 10
Grade 12
RITC Score Above Median

34

20

15

RITC Score Below Median

43

13

14

x2

is not significant.

TABLE 32
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher R Score With SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Real-Teacher R Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher R Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

42

28

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

30

39

x2 = 3.79; p *= < .06
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TABUS 33
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher R Score With SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher R Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher R Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

42

28

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

27

42

X2 “ 6.04; p “ < .05

TABLE 34
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher E Score With SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Real-Teacher E Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher E Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

35

36

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

36

33

X2 is not significant.

TABLE 35
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher E Score With SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher E Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher E Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

51

20

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

20

48

X2

= 25*01; p =< .001
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TABLE 36
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher C Score With SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Real-Teacher C Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher C Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

40

31

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

35

33

X2 is not significarit.

TABLE 37
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher C Score With SCAT Verbal Score
0 f Respondent For 139 Studei'its
Ideal-Teacher C Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher C Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

51

20

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

20

48

X2

= 25,01; p =< .001

TABLE 38
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher U Score To SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Real-Teacher U Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher U Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

40

29

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

32

38

X2

is not significant
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TABLE 39
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher U Score To SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondent For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher U Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher U Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

40

30

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

32

37

X2 is not significan *
*

TABLE 40
Chi-Square Relalsing Real-Teacher T Score ('rotal Of R, E, C, & U)
To SCAT V<arbal Score Of Respondent F<or 139 Students
Real-Teacher T Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher T Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

41

28

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

32

38

X2 is not significant.

TABLE 41
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher T Score (Total ofR, E, C, & U)
To SCAT Verbal Score Of Respondent For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher T Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher T Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

47

23

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

27

42

x2

= 10.87; p =< .00 1
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TABLE 42
Chi-Square Relating RITC Score To SCAT Verbal Score
Of Respondents For 139 Students

#

RITC Score
Above Median

/

RITC Score
Below Median

SCAT Verbal Score
Above Median

40

30

SCAT Verbal Score
Below Median

27

42

X2

= 4.52} p •* < .05

TABLE 43
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher R Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Real-Teacher R Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher R Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

35

36

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

33

35

x2

is not significant.

TABLE 44
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher R Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher R Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher R Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

40

28

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

29

42

X2

= 4.49; P “< »05

73
TABLE 45
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher E Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Real-Teacher E Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher E Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

35

33

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

36

35

--2x is not significant.

TABLE 46
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher E Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher E Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher E Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

44

24

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

28

43

X2 » 8.88; p = <.005

TABLE 47
Chi-Square Relating Real—Teacher C Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Real-Teacher C Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher C Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

38

30

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

36

35

*

is not significant.
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TABIE 48
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher C Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher C Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher C Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

43

25

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

28

43

x2 = 7.87} p = <.01

TABLE 49
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher U Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Real-Teacher U Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher U Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

36

32

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

37

34

y2 is not significant.

TABLE 50
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher U Score With SCAT
Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher U Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher U Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

40

28

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

32

39

yl

is not significant.
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TABLE 51
Chi-Square Relating Real-Teacher T Score (Total Of R, E, C & U)
With SCAT Quantitative Score Of Respondent8 For 139 Students
Real-Teacher T Score
Above Median

Real-Teacher T Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

3S

30

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

35

36

2

x

is not significant.

TABLE 52
Chi-Square Relating Ideal-Teacher T Score (Total Of R, E, C, & U)
With SCAT Quantitative Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
Ideal-Teacher T Score
Above Median

Ideal-Teacher T Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

45

23

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

30

a

X2 = 8.00; p =< .005

TABLE 53
Chi-Square Relating RITC Score To SCAT Quantitative
Score Of Respondents For 139 Students
RITC Score
Above Median

RITC Score
Below Median

SCAT Quantitative
Score Above Median

39

29

SCAT Quantitative
Score Below Median

27

44

x2

= 5.24; p « <.05
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